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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Examiner suggested to applicant's representative (Mr. Lee) to 
combine claims 172 and 173 to independent claim 1 1 1 for a possible allowance. Mr. Lee informed the Examiner that 
he will consult with his client before making a decision. In a subsequent call on January 17, 2008, Mr.Lee reiterated to 
the Examiner that he has still not heard from his client. However, Examiner informed Mr. Lee that there might be a 
double patenting issues between instant application and Application No. 10/752,838. An an Office Action to this effect 
will be sent to the applicant shortly. Examiner also informed Mr. Lee that he can call the Examiner and discuss 
applicant's decisions after the receipt this Office Action. 



